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REMARKS 

L Status of claims 

Claims 1-20 are pending in this application. By this Amendment, claims 2, 6, and 7 have 

been amended. Reconsideration of the rejection is respectfully requested in view of the above 

amendments and the following remarks. 

HI. Claim Rejections 

Claims 1-20 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over U.S. Patent No. 5,699,527 

to Davidson in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,870,721 to Norris. This rejection is respectfully 

traversed. 

Pending independent claims 1 and 6 are directed to a method or system for sending a loan 
document to a customer. With respect to claim 1 , a web-enabled customer interface is provided 
which receives loan information from the customer. A network is coupled to the customer 
interface and the network receives the loan information from the customer interface. The system 
of claim 1 additionally includes a web site coupled to the network. The web site receives the 
loan information and merges the loan information with a loan application form to produce a loan 
application. The system additionally includes a loan processor coupled to the web site. The loan 
processor receives the loan application, performs a credit check on the customer based on the 
loan application, and determines whether the customer should receive a loan based on the credit 
check. The system additionally includes a document server coupled to the loan processor. The 
document server generates and sends the loan document to the customer, based on the loan 
application. When the loan processor determines that the customer should receive the loan, the 
loan processor sends the loan document to the customer through one of email, facsimile, the 
network, a first printer coupled to the network, and a second printer coupled to another network. 
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The primary reference, Davidson, is directed to an automated method for assisting a bank 
customer with filling out a loan application. The system disclosed by Davidson lacks several 
features of claims 1 including at least (1) a web site coupled to a network for receiving customer 
loan information; (2) the web site merging loan information with a loan application form to 
produce a loan application; (3) a loan processor coupled to the web site that performs a credit 
check based on the loan application; and (4) a document server that generates loan documents 
and sends them to the customer. 

With respect to item (1), Davidson fails to provide a web site. Applicants respectfully 
request that the Examiner identify any language in Davidson that is relevant to the provision of a 
web site. The Office Action currently references Col 6, lines 20-39 of Davidson. This section 
describes a process through which a loan applicant may seek help from a program stored on the 
loan applicant's own computer. 

With respect to item (2), as set forth above, Davidson fails to provide a web site. Instead, 
a program running on a customer's own computer receives customer information. Furthermore, 
the loan servicing (LS) program running on the customer's own computer creates the loan data 
file. Thus, Davidson fails to provide a web site, merging loan information with a loan 
application form to produce a loan application. 

With respect to item (3), the Office Action acknowledges that Davidson fails to provide a 
loan processor coupled to the web site that performs a credit check based on the loan application. 

With respect to item (4), the Office Action references Column 7, lines 6-1 1 to show a 
document server that generates loan documents and sends them to the customer. On the 
contrary, this portion of Davidson merely specifies that the loan document may be printed. It 
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does not provide any disclosure that indicates that the system generates loan documents and 
sends them to the customer. 

The secondary reference, Norris, is directed to a system and method for real time loan 
approval. The system is directed towards enabling a customer to access a kiosk having a voice 
communication processor that allows the customer to provide verbal information relevant to the 
loan process. Norris also fails to provide a web-based system and therefore does not obviate the 
deficiencies of Davidson noted above. 

Thus, even if combined, Davidson and Norris would not have resulted in the invention of 
claim 1 . Accordingly, a prima facie case of obviousness cannot be established. Specifically, 
before considering what would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention, the art must teach or suggest the claim limitations. See MPEP §2143. Even if 
combined, the references applied in the Office Action fail to disclose each and every feature of 
independent claims. 

Furthermore, no motivation would have existed to modify Davidson with the disclosure 
of Norris. Davidson is directed to a computer program to be installed on a loan applicant's 
computer. The program receives information from the applicant and creates a loan file based on 
that information. This system facilitates lending institution processing by providing information 
to the lending institution in an acceptable format. The program leads to a standardization of 
paperwork to enable any lending institution employee to review and understand the loan file 
without consulting with the loan officer. See Column 2, lines 1-29 of Davidson. Thus, Davidson 
does not contemplate automating the entire process so as to minimize participation of lending 
institution employees. In fact, eliminating participation of lending institution employees as 
suggested by Norris would have been contrary to the objectives of Davidson. 
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Thus, the combination of the teaching of Davidson and Norris is insufficient to establish 
a prima facie case of obviousness against claim 1 because the combination of references fails to 
disclose each claimed feature and because no motivation would have existed to combine the 
references. 

Independent claim 6 sets forth similar limitations to those set forth above with respect to 
claim 1 in method form and therefore defines over the art of record for reasons parallel to those 
set forth above with respect to claim 1 . Specifically, claim 6 requires receiving loan information 
from the customer over a network by a website hosted by a loan approval system computer and 
merging, at the loan approval system computer, the loan information with a loan application 
form to produce a loan application. Claim 6 further requires performing a credit check on the 
customer based upon the loan application and determining at the loan approval system computer, 
whether the customer should receive the loan based on the credit check. Claim 6 further 
requires, upon customer approval, generation and sending of a loan document associated with the 
loan and based on the loan application, wherein the document is created at a loan document 
creation server connected with the loan approval system computer and the loan document 
creation server includes a forms database for producing loan documents related to an approved 
loan application, the sending being through one of e-mail, facsimile, the network, a first printer 
coupled to the network, and a second printed coupled to another network. 

The combination of Davidson and Norris fails to disclose these features and therefore a 
prima facie case of obviousness has not been established. For instance, in addition to the 
features set forth above with respect to claim 1, Davidson and Norris fail to disclose generation 
and sending of a loan document associated with the loan and based on the loan application, 
wherein the document is created at a loan document creation server connected with the loan 
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approval system computer and the loan document creation server includes a forms database for 
producing loan documents related to an approved loan application. 

Claim 7 defines a method for creating a loan contract between a customer and a bank, the 
loan contract including terms where the bank loans money to the customer, and terms where the 
customer is obligated to pay the money back to the bank. The method involves the bank 
receiving loan information from the customer at a website hosted by a loan approval system 
computer and merging, at the loan approval system computer, the loan information with a loan 
application form to produce a loan application, the loan information indicating the terms. The 
method additionally includes the bank processing the loan information at the loan approval 
system computer to determine whether the bank desires to enter into the loan contract, the 
processing including automatically requesting and evaluating a credit report through the loan 
approval system computer. If the bank desires to enter into a loan contract based on evaluation 
of the credit report through the loan approval system computer, the bank generates a loan 
document by accessing a loan document creation server connected with the loan approval 
system computer and sends the loan document to the customer, the loan document being based 
on a loan application and associated with the loan contract and listing the terms. The method 
further includes sending a check to the customer, the check corresponding to the loan contract, 
thereafter, the customer performing the steps of receiving the loan document; receiving the 
check; and negotiating or cashing the check; whereby cashing the check indicates acceptance by 
the customer of the terms listed in the loan document. 

As set forth above, even if combined, Davidson and Norris fail to disclose each and every 
claimed feature. For instance, neither Davidson nor Norris discloses receiving loan information 
from the customer at a website hosted by a loan approval system computer and merging, at the 
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loan approval system computer, the loan information with a loan application form to produce a 
loan application, the loan information indicating the terms. Furthermore, neither Davidson nor 
Norris discloses the bank generating a loan document by accessing a loan document creation 
server connected with the loan approval system computer and sending the loan document to the 
customer, the loan document being based on a loan application and associated with the loan 
contract and listing the terms and sending a check to the customer, wherein the check 
corresponds to the loan contract. Furthermore, neither Davidson nor Norris discloses the 
subsequent steps of the customer performing the steps of receiving the loan document; receiving 
the check; and negotiating or cashing the check; whereby cashing the check indicates acceptance 
by the customer of the terms listed in the loan document. 

For at least the reasons set forth above, Davidson, even when combined with Norris, does 
not teach or suggest the components of the system defined by pending independent claims 1 , 6, 
and 7. Accordingly, the Office Action does not establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 

The Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness that the pending 
claims are unpatentable. "During patent examination, the PTO bears the initial burden of 
presenting a prima facie case of unpatentability." In re Glaug, 283 F.3d 1 135, 62 U.S.P.Q.2d 
1 151, 1 152 (Fed. Cir. 2002). "If the PTO fails to meet this burden, the applicant is entitled to the 
patent." Id. "To support the conclusion that the claimed combination is directed to obvious 
subject matter, either the references must expressly or impliedly suggest the claimed 
combination or the Examiner must present a convincing line of reasoning as to why the artisan 
would have found the claimed invention to have been obvious in light of the teachings of the 
references." Ex parte Clapp, 227 U.S.P.Q. 972, 973 (Bd. Pat. App. & Int.. 1985). The references 
applied in the Office Action fail to suggest the claimed invention for at least the reasons set forth 
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with regard to each claim below. An artisan of ordinary skill would not have found the claimed 
invention to have been obvious in light of the teaching of the applied references. As the 
Examiner has not presented a prima facie case of unpatentability, applicant is entitled to a patent. 

Claims 2-5 depend from claim 1, and define over the art of record for at least the reasons 
set forth above with respect to claim 1 . Claims 8-20 depend from claims 1 , 6, and 7 and 
therefore define over the art of record for at least the reasons set forth above with respect to 
claims 1, 6, and 7. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1-20 under 35 U.S.C. 
§103 is respectfully requested. 

HI. Conclusion 

As set forth above, applicants respectfully submit that all claims are in condition for 
allowance. Withdrawal of all rejections and prompt passage to issuance are earnestly requested. 
In the event Applicants have overlooked the need for an extension of time, payment of fee, or 
additional payment of fee, Applicants hereby petition therefore and authorize that any charges be 
made to Deposit Account No. 07-1700. 

Should the Examiner have any questions regarding any of the above, the Examiner is 
respectfully requested to telephone the undersigned at 202-346-4016. 

Respectfully submitted, 

By: 

Kerry 11. Owens 
Registration No. 37,412 

Dated: February 8, 2007 



Goodwin|Procter LLP 
901 New York Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20001 
(202) 346-4000 



14 



